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Chapter 7 1998 Draft EIS Comments
and Responses:

Government Agencies

7.1 Introduction
This section contains all responses to comment letters on the Draft EIS received by
the Washington State Department of Transportation during the comment period. The
comments and responses are grouped in the following order: federal agencies, state
agencies, regional agencies, and city agencies. Comments from and responses to
organizations and individuals are presented in Chapter 8. The public hearing
testimony and responses are presented in Chapter 9. Letters from government
agencies that have substantive comments requiring acknowledgment or a response
have a comment number in the left margin that corresponds to a response number.
The responses for each comment letter immediately follow the letter. The first
comment in each letter is designated as No. 1. Where similar comments are made in
different letters, the reader is referred to preceding letters and responses by the name
of the government agency, organization, or individual making the comment and by
the response number. In addition to comments received on the Draft EIS, other
comments for governmental agencies during the environmental review process are
included in Appendix A of the Final EIS. 

7.2 Government Agencies Comments and Responses
The following government agencies provided written comments on the Draft EIS:

 • Federal Agencies

− U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

− U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
− U.S. Department of Interior, Office of the Secretary

 • Indian Tribes

− The Suquamish Tribe, Fisheries Department 

 • State Agencies

− Department of Ecology
− Department of Fish and Wildlife

 • Regional Agencies

− Snohomish County, Department of Public Works
− Community Transit, Snohomish County Public Transportation Benefit

Area Corporation
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7.2.1 Response for U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

1. Since the date of the letter, chinook salmon, coho salmon, and bull trout have
been taken into special consideration in the Final EIS. A BA (CH2M HILL,
2001) has been prepared for Puget Sound chinook, Puget Sound/Strait of
Georgia coho, and bull trout as part of this project.

2. The pier for the preferred alternative (the Point Edwards alternative) has been
modified to include design features to mitigate and avoid impacts. The
proposed mitigation measures may prove to be beneficial to chinook salmon
and their life-cycle needs. The proposed design is presented at a conceptual
level for the purposes of this EIS; a detailed design will be prepared as part of
the WFDW HPA and Corps Section 10 and 404 permit applications.
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7.2.2 Response for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

1. The need for decreased reliance on private automobiles and increased reliance
on public transportation, ridesharing, and non-motorized modes (i.e., walking
and bicycling) is a regional goal and is addressed in the RTP (PSRC, May
1995) and the WSF Systems Plan for 1999-2018 (June 1999). Both of these
plans identify the need for improved and expanded ferry service, bus service,
and rail transit service, as well as the facilities needed to support these services.
As noted in the Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for the Action, of this EIS, the
proposed Edmonds Crossing Multimodal Center Project would provide
numerous opportunities for reducing the reliance on single-occupancy vehicles
and encouraging the use of alternative modes of transportation. A fully
functional rail terminal and ample bus facilities, along with coordinated
schedules, would greater facilitate the transfer between these nonautomobile
modes and between those modes and the ferries. Ample parking would be
provided on site to further encourage commuters to use the nonautomobile
modes available at the center. Bicycle and walkway facilities would be
available along both the center access road and the ferry-holding lanes to
ensure access to the multiple modes that will be available at the project site.

2. Table 7-1 indicates the approximate distance and walking time from various
points to the alternative sites. Modified Alternative 2 (the Point Edwards site)
includes a moving sidewalk (the concept of a people mover has been dropped
in favor of a more reliable moving sidewalk) that would provide service
between the ferry loading area and the multimodal center; walking to the
moving sidewalk would take at most 3 minutes from the various facilities in
the multimodal center.

Table 7-1
Edmonds Crossing Pedestrian Distance and Walking Time to Ferry

Main Street/ 3rd
Avenue Bus Drop-Off Point Rail Platform Car Drop-Off Point

Alternative
Distance
(miles)

Time
(minutes)

Distance
(miles)

Time
(minutes)

Distance
(miles)

Time
(minutes)

Distance
(miles)

Time
(minutes)

1 (No Action) 0.3 6 0.1 3 0.3 6 N/A N/A

2 (Point Edwards) 1.0 21 0.4 9 0.3 6 0.3 6

3 (Mid-Waterfront) 0.6 14 0.3 8 0.3 8 0.2 5

N/A: The existing Main Street ferry terminal does not have a car drop-off facility. Informal car drop off occurs at a
number of locations, most of which are relatively close to the terminal entrance.

Community Transit would extend existing routes to serve the multimodal
center; bus routes would be revised to terminate at the multimodal center near
the rail station and parking facilities. WSF plans to be on 30-minute frequency,
as planned with the addition of a third vessel, and Community Transit on 15-
minute frequency by 2005.

It is anticipated that Community Transit would extend existing routes that
serve the Senior Center on Railroad Avenue to provide a frequent local
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circulator service between downtown and the multimodal center; Modified
Alternative 2 includes new bus stops along Admiral Way immediately to the
west and across the railroad tracks from the center. Relocation of the terminal
would help the City of Edmonds meet the planned growth scenario contained
in its comprehensive plan.

3. As described in the City of Edmonds Bikeway and Walkway Plan (City of
Edmonds, 1992) and the Pedestrians and Bicycles sections of Edmonds
Crossing Final EIS, bikeways on SR 104 and Dayton Street are planned that
would provide access to the alternatives. The Point Edwards alternative would
include a separate 6-foot-wide corridor along each side of realigned SR 104.
Pedestrian and bicycle access to the ferry pier and multimodal center would be
along Dayton Street under the Mid-Waterfront alternative. Because most of the
ferry traffic would be diverted away from Edmonds Way, pedestrian and
bicycle movement to the waterfront area would experience fewer conflicts with
ferry traffic.

4. Increased terminal throughput capacity for vehicles is required to meet the
continued growth of the region. Collocation of all forms of available public
transportation would provide travelers the opportunity to use something other
than their single-occupancy vehicle. The facility would provide the ability for
public transportation providers to encourage the use of their facilities through
various incentives. Without the multimodal terminal, it would be much more
difficult to attract people away from their vehicles because of the difficulty of
using multiple systems at multiple locations without coordinated service. Also
see the Response to Comment No. 1 above.

5. The need for decreased reliance on private automobiles and increased reliance
on public transportation, ridesharing, and nonmotorized modes (i.e., walking
and bicycling) is a regional goal and is addressed in the PSRC’s RTP and the
WSF’s Long-Range Systemwide Plan. Both of these plans identify the need for
improved and expanded ferry service, bus service, and rail transit service, as
well as the facilities needed to support these services. All of these services and
facilities are to be developed with the goal of reducing reliance on private
autos; however, it should be recognized that the extent to which this goal can
be achieved is determined by how the transportation system functions, and not
by the operation of individual components of the system (e.g., the Edmonds
Crossing Transportation Center).

Ridership forecasts for the ferry, bus, and future commuter rail systems are
reported and analyzed in the PSRC’s RTP and WSF’s Long-Range
Systemwide Plan. These plans describe the volumes and types of travelers,
their origins and destinations, and the volumes and types of vehicular traffic.
For purposes of the Edmonds Crossing project impact analyses, these travel
demands and flows were converted to forecasts of the person volumes and
traffic volumes expected to use the proposed facility. The traffic forecasts used
for the impact analysis are described in Appendix B, Off-Site Traffic Analysis.

Additional information regarding ferry users has been provided by the results
of a voluntary onboard survey conducted for WSF on the Kingston-Edmonds
and Bainbridge-Seattle ferry routes in January 1999 (Pacific Rim Resources
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and Market Data Research Corporation, 1999). The self-selected survey
respondents included 739 passengers on the Kingston-Edmonds route who
were riding the ferry during the weekday morning peak hour. Because the
survey sample did not include weekend or weekday off-peak time periods, it
does not represent an accurate cross section of all ferry riders on the Kingston-
Edmonds route. Of those who responded, 72 percent indicated they ride the
ferry four or more times weekly, and 82 percent said they use the ferry for
regular travel to work or school. Regarding trip origins, 37 percent of the riders
started their trip in the Kingston area, 46 percent elsewhere in Kitsap County,
10 percent in Jefferson County, 4 percent in Clallam County, and 1 percent in
Mason County. The travel destinations mentioned by respondents were
Snohomish County (23 percent), Seattle outside the downtown area (23
percent); Edmonds (20 percent); downtown Seattle (12 percent); elsewhere in
King County (16 percent); and smaller percentages to Whatcom, Skagit, Pierce,
Yakima, Clallam, and Kittitas Counties, and British Columbia. 

6. The Edmonds Crossing project would serve projected transportation needs in a
manner consistent with adopted state, regional and local laws, plans and
policies, including the Washington State GMA, WSF’s Systems Plan for 1999-
2018 (System Plan) (1999), PSRC’s Vision 2020 (1995), Kitsap County’s
comprehensive plan (1998), Kitsap Transit’s 1998-2004 Transit Development
Plan (1998), and the Kingston Traffic Design Study (Hewitt Isley et al, 1990).

The WSF’s System Plan provides for planned service expansion to maintain
adopted levels of service through the 2015 forecast period, which is specified
as a one-boat wait for customers on the Kingston-Edmonds ferry route.
Establishing levels of service and planning capital facilities to maintain those
levels of service is a requirement of the GMA of 1991. The WSF System Plan
was designed to accommodate growing passenger demand, to reduce the
proportion of travelers who bring a vehicle onboard the vessel, and to provide
quicker cross-Sound service.

As noted in Chapter 1 of the Edmonds Crossing EIS, “The PSRC has based its
Transportation Element of Vision 2020 on the Edmonds-Kingston ferry service
growing to support the allocation of population within the region.” Statewide
population growth estimates are generated by the Washington State Office of
Financial Management and distributed to substate regions, including the central
Puget Sound region. PSRC and other regional planning organizations then
work cooperatively with local jurisdictions to allocate and plan for forecast
growth within their respective planning areas. 

The control of land use development is the responsibility of local jurisdictions,
including preserving environmentally critical areas, determining appropriate
land use densities, enacting and enforcing zoning ordinances, and permitting
building consistent with land use controls. Kitsap County adopted its revised
countywide comprehensive plan in May 1998, and submitted it for review and
validation by the Growth Management Hearings Board. The Board approved
the plan in February 1999. Urban growth boundaries for the County’s
communities, including Kingston, have been reduced from previous versions of
the plan to encourage compact urban development, efficient land utilization,
and cost-effective urban service provision. Urban densities are allowed only in
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areas served by sewer systems and other urban services. Areas without these
services are maintained in large lot zoning and urban densities are not allowed. 

The Kingston Community Design Study was prepared to “develop a
community vision to guide the future development of Kingston, and an urban
design plan to implement that vision.” The study’s recommendations were
incorporated within the Kitsap County-Wide Comprehensive Plan as the
Kingston Community Plan. Goals of the study include protecting
environmental quality, building a sense of community, preserving small town
character, protecting rural character of open lands, defining Kingston’s edges,
preventing urban sprawl, integrating land use patterns and circulation systems
to be mutually supportive, better managing ferry traffic and downtown parking,
and improving public transit. More specific policies are provided for the UGA,
Community Transition Areas, and areas outside the UGA.

Kitsap Transit’s 1998-2004 Transit Development Plan documents the agency’s
6-year operating and capital program to serve the transportation needs of its
growing service area. Among its planned objectives are the implementation of
a joint fare pass program with WSF and King County Metro for cross-Sound
trips, continued emphasis on bus service connections with ferry routes, and an
expanded bus fleet and park-and-ride lot capacity, including George’s Corner
in Kingston. 

7. The Seattle-Kingston passenger-only ferry service will not have a substantial
impact on the existing travel in the Edmonds-Kingston corridor. WSF
developed systemwide travel data using origin-destination studies that were
input to an EMME2 forecast model. The Washington State Ferries System Plan
for 1998-2018 relies on this model to guide the policy decisions for future
facility development (December 1998). Neither the model nor the System Plan
indicates a substantial amount of travel demand for the Edmonds-Kingston
ferry connecting from Edmonds to Seattle. With the implementation of
commuter rail service, this may change, but it is likely that the passenger-only
ferry between Kingston and downtown Seattle will carry a majority of this
travel demand. The existing Kitsap Peninsula to Seattle travel demand is for the
most part currently using the Bainbridge-Seattle service. Implementation of the
Kingston-Seattle passenger-only ferry service is expected to redirect a number
of Bainbridge-Seattle trips and will create additional trips by providing a new
commute opportunity.

8. A summary of the traffic analysis is provided at the end of Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS (Section 2.8, Transportation Analysis of Alternatives). The complete
traffic analysis (Appendix B, Off-Site Traffic Analysis), which focused on off-
site traffic conditions and impacts, was updated in 2002 based on current data
and the City of Edmonds traffic frequency modal.

9. Impacts of increased ferry traffic in Kingston, Kitsap County, and the Olympic
Peninsula are not impacts of the Edmonds Crossing Project; rather, they are
impacts of increased ferry service and increased population and employment in
those areas. These impacts are addressed by the WSF System Plan and the
comprehensive plans of Kitsap County and the Olympic Peninsula counties.
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Impacts of ferry traffic on State highways, Edmonds city streets, and other city
and county streets are defined and analyzed in detail in the Off-Site Traffic
Analysis (Appendix B). As summarized in the “Off-Site Traffic Conditions” in
Chapter 2 of the EIS “Transportation Analysis of Alternatives,” the Edmonds
Crossing project is designed to accommodate travel demand anticipated
through the year 2030. Traffic conditions in all future scenarios reflect the
increased ferry service frequencies (30 versus 40 minutes) and larger vessel
capacities planned for the future. As indicated by the Draft EIS, increased
frequency of ferry service would occur regardless of the Edmonds Crossing
project. The increased frequency of service is necessary to serve the planned
growth and development of the urban communities surrounding Puget Sound
and is consistent with the plans described above in the Response to Comment
No. 6.

10. Based on this and other similar comments, the project team (FHWA, WSDOT,
and City of Edmonds representatives) initiated an extensive consultation and
coordination process with the Suquamish, Tulalip, Lummi, and Swinomish
tribes. As a result of several one-on-one and group discussions, the ferry pier
has been realigned (north of the Draft EIS alignment) to straddle the boundary
between Marina Beach Park and the Port of Edmonds. By doing so, ferries
would operate along the north side of the SMA 9/10 boundary, thus eliminating
the potential conflict with tribal fishing operations at the northern end of SMA
10. The Suquamish Tribe has indicated that the design modifications are an
improvement over the preferred alternative identified in the Draft EIS. 

The issues of potential impacts to tribal fishing areas is important, and, based
on this and other similar comments, the related material in the Draft EIS has
been organized into separate sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS,
Section 3.3.6 and Section 4.15, titled “Tribal Fishing,” and enhanced as
appropriate to reflect the results of the consultation process discussed above.

11. The existing Main Street ferry terminal would be partially removed (the
wooden portion of the pier to the water side of the concrete abutment); the
remaining part would be refurbished for use as a City park, providing public
access to the Puget Sound and supporting activities at the underwater park
immediately adjacent to the dock. The ferry dock bulkheads, transfer span,
overhead pedestrian loading, dolphins and related facilities would be removed
and reused at other WSF facilities. The vehicle pier, restrooms, and similar
facilities would be left to become part of the City park. 

12. The results of the studies conducted at the Point Edwards site following
publication of the Draft EIS have been included in the Final EIS. These studies
include a subsurface investigation at the Edmonds Marina Beach Park (CH2M
HILL, 2000a and 2000b) and a sediment investigation conducted in the
subtidal area in the vicinity of the UNOCAL pier and the two outfalls located
north of the pier (CH2M HILL, 2000c). No contamination requiring action was
identified on shore or off shore. A number of interim remedial actions have
occurred or are ongoing at the UNOCAL site that have resulted in significant
reduction of site contamination, including the following:
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• Lower yard interim remedial action 2001 to 2002. Action included
excavation of free petroleum product and associated petroleum-
contaminated soils from four areas. UNOCAL reports that ongoing
groundwater monitoring documents absence of free product to date in these
areas.

• Upper yard remedial action 2002 to 2003. Excavation of and off-site
disposal of contaminated soils began in July 2002 and is expected to be
completed in spring 2003. Ecology expects to certify the upper yard clean-
up by summer/fall 2003.

• Lower Yard Detention Basin No. 1 remedial action (ongoing). Planning
for an interim remedial action to excavate petroleum-contaminated soils
from Detention Basin No. 1 is in progress. Work is expected to begin
summer 2003.

The schedule for the completion of the UNOCAL RI/FS is now late 2003.
According to the Ecology site manager, a final clean-up action plan for the
lower yard is expected by summer 2004 and clean-up completed by
summer/fall 2005.
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7.2.3 Response for U.S. Department of Interior, Office of the Secretary

1. The proposed wetland buffer mitigation area adjacent to (east of) what is
currently called detention pond 1 would not involve creation of new wetland
areas (the only project impacts on wetlands would be buffer impacts), and
therefore the mitigation would not involve any hydrologic links to the
detention pond. Detention pond #1 may be reconfigured to an extent to better
serve for treatment of runoff from the developed site. The current plan for this
treatment facility involves creation of a stormwater treatment pond, perhaps in
the configuration of a wetland, in accordance with Ecology design
requirements. This stormwater treatment pond would not be directly linked to
Edmonds Marsh. The outlet of the stormwater treatment pond would be on the
west side of the pond, discharging flows directly to Puget Sound via the
existing Willow Creek culvert.

2. The mitigation measures in Section 4.8, Wetlands, have been modified to
include removal of exotic species in the vicinity of the detention pond #1.
Removal of exotics is also included in the mitigation measure providing
enhancement along the southern margin of the Edmonds Marsh. 

3. Increased freshwater inputs to Edmonds Marsh are not anticipated under that
alternative. During typical storm events, runoff flows from the Point Edwards
site would be directed into the existing Willow Creek culvert downstream of
Edmonds Marsh for direct discharge to Puget Sound. The existing Willow
Creek culvert would otherwise be abandoned as a result of daylighting the
creek channel. At times of relatively high tides, some of the flow in Willow
Creek would back up into the marsh, independent of on-site strormwater runoff
discharges. 

As part of the Modified Point Edwards alternative described in the Final EIS, a
new tide gate is proposed on Willow Creek to prevent extreme high tides from
causing flooding on properties adjacent to Edmonds Marsh. While closure of
the tide gate could result in minor short-term increases in freshwater content in
the marsh, the long-term effects of leaving the tide gate open most of the time
would return the marsh to a more saltwater character. If heavy rainfall
coincides with closure of the tide gate and Willow and Shellabarger Creek
flows cause the water level to rise in Edmonds Marsh, City staff will have to
determine whether tide water or stream flows are a greater threat for flooding
adjacent properties.

4. The Point Edwards alternative has been modified to reduce substantially the
amount of new overwater shading that would be caused by construction of the
new terminal. Portions of the existing Main Street ferry terminal (the transfer
span, pedestrian overhead loading, and related facilities) would be removed,
reducing the amount of overwater shading. That part of the existing pier on the
concrete abutment would remain and would be converted to a park. 

5. Table 4-9, listing impact acreage by type of habitat, has been added to
Section 4.9, Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife. 

Table 4-10 in the Final EIS lists the impacts of the project on aquatic habitats.
All areas listed are for permanent impacts. The temporary impact zone is
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negligibly larger and impossible to quantify. Since mitigation measures
arguably outweigh the impacts, identifying the temporary impact zone was not
considered necessary. 

6. The Point Edwards alternative has been modified in response to comments
received on the Draft EIS. As part of the modifications, the terminal access
road located along the southern edge of Edmonds Marsh has been realigned to
provide an increased buffer for the wetlands and the great blue heron nests.
Additional mitigation measures regarding buffer enhancement, screening, and
fencing have been included in the Final EIS (for details, see Section 4.8,
Wetlands, and Section 4.9, Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife).

7. The analysis in the EIS has always been focused on fall chinook. Hood Canal
summer-run chum, while affected similarly, would not be even remotely
expected to exist in the project area. 

8. A study of the marine sediments offshore of the UNOCAL site has been
conducted since the publication of the Draft EIS. The work was conducted in
accordance with a work plan (CH2M HILL, 2000d) approved by the
Washington State Department of Ecology. A description of the study and the
results of the sampling and analysis of the marine sediments are included in the
City of Edmonds Sediment Investigation Report (CH2M HILL, 2000c). The
sediments in the vicinity of the UNOCAL dock, the two outfalls, and other
sampling locations at Point Edwards were found to be uncontaminated. The
Department of Ecology issued a letter of agreement with the findings
(December 29, 2000). The results of the sediment investigation are included in
the Final EIS. The data is not included in the Final EIS, but is incorporated by
reference to the City of Edmonds Sediment Investigation Report (CH2M HILL,
2000c).

9. Because of the extensive changes to the project design and subsequent
analyses, this comment is no longer applicable. The argument of comparing
offsetting benefits/impacts of dissimilar habitat types is no longer made in the
analysis. In addition, the mitigation package has been substantially expanded
since the Draft EIS. Please refer to the responses to WDFW comments for
additional explanation of these points.

10. Comment acknowledged. The “Threatened and Endangered Species”
discussion in Section 4.9, Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife, has been updated to
indicate that the Federal Highway Administration has concurred with the
Determination of Effect of the Biological Assessment. 

11. The Draft EIS incorrectly stated that dredging would occur in conjunction with
pier construction activities at the Point Edwards alternative. Section 4.7, Water
Quality, of the Final EIS has been revised to remove any reference to dredging.

12. The water quality mitigation measures for construction activity impacts in
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS have been updated to state that mechanical means of
vegetation clearing are preferred. 

13. Appropriate measures to mitigate identified impacts are documented in the
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.
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7.2.4 Response for The Suquamish Tribe, Fisheries Department

1. The EIS has assumed that construction work for the project would be initiated
after cleanup. However, because there is a potential to encounter contamination
not previously identified at the site, impacts are identified. These impacts are
discussed in Section 4.16, Hazardous Waste.

2. The proposed listing of Puget Sound chinook and chum salmon was not
discussed in the Draft EIS because it was prepared prior to notice by the
NOAA Fisheries of the proposed listing. The Section 4.9, Vegetation, Fish, and
Wildlife of the Final EIS have been updated in response to the proposed listing,
and a Biological Assessment for fall chinook and summer chum has been
prepared for NMFS. 

3. As a result of this and other similar comments, the project team (FHWA,
WSDOT, and the City of Edmonds) initiated an extensive consultation and
coordination process with the Suquamish Tribe, as well as with the Tulalip,
Lummi, and Swinomish tribes. The result of that process was the development
of Modified Alternative 2. Ferry operations were moved to the north side of the
SMA 9/10 boundary, thus eliminating potential conflicts with tribal fishing
activities that occur at the northern end of SMA 10. The Suquamish Tribe was
particularly active during the consultation and coordination process; it was, in
fact, a representative of the tribe who initially suggested the realignment of the
ferry pier out of SMA 10.

4. The discussion regarding the U.S. Coast Guard nautical exclusion zone has
been deleted. The Coast Guard has indicated that it would not enforce the
exclusion regulations unless a ferry captain requested it. That would only
happen if nets were blocking the terminal. As long as SMA 9 is closed to
commercial fishing, there should not be a conflict.

5. Table S-3 of the Final EIS includes mention of the slight increase in runoff
volumes in Edmonds Marsh.

6. Tables S-2 and S-3 of the Final EIS identified the area of wetlands affected by
the proposed project. 

7. See Response to Comment No. 7 to the EPA letter.

8. The consistency of the proposed project with the Port of Edmonds Strategic
Plan and Master Plan (Port of Edmonds, 2001) is discussed in Section 4.10,
Land Use of the Draft EIS and in somewhat more detail in Chapter 6, Section
4(f) Evaluation.

The development of a new multimodal facility at Point Edwards would not
conflict with, and would not be precluded by, implementation of the Port’s
currently adopted plan. Furthermore, the proposed entrance at the south end of
the Port of Edmonds Marina proposed in the Port’s 1986 plan, is not included
in the 2001 plan.
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9. A typical ferry route is shown in Figure 4-17. The ferries tend to maneuver
within a corridor on either side of this route. However, there is no set path or
alignment for each ferry crossing, and the ferry’s path is often dependent on
small craft as well as deep draft vessels in the vessel traffic system (VTS)
lanes. Westbound ferries tend to depart directly offshore and thus initially stay
well north of a direct line between Kingston and Edmonds. Eastbound ferries
tend to stay south of a direct line and then turn to a more northerly heading,
thereafter aligning with one of the slips, depending on the weather. During
strong southerlies, in the absence of other vessels, it is anticipated that the
eastbound ferry would follow the path shown in the Transportation discipline
report to end up on an alignment for docking at the south facing slip. Table 7-2
contains a projected ferry schedule.

Table 7-2
Projected Ferry Schedule Edmonds, 0-Minute Headway Service

Edmonds Crossing Terminal

Year 2005 Year 2015
Arrive Depart Arrive Depart

0020 0020
0030 0050 0030 0050
0100 0120 0100 0120
0530 0550 0530 0550
0600 0620 0600 0620
0630 0650 0630 0650
0700 0720 0700 0720
0730 0750 0730 0750
0800 0820 0800 0820
0830 0850 0830 0850
0900 0920 0900 0920
0930 0950 0930 0950
1000 1020 1000 1020
1030 1050 1030 1050
1100 1120 1100 1120
1130 1150 1130 1150
1200 1220 1200 1220
1230 1250 1230 1250
1300 1320 1300 1320
1330 1350 1330 1350
1400 1420 1400 1420
1430 1450 1430 1450
1500 1520 1500 1520
1530 1550 1530 1550
1600 1620 1600 1620
1630 1650 1630 1650
1700 1720 1700 1720
1730 1750 1730 1750
1800 1820 1800 1820
1830 1850 1830 1850
1900 1920 1900 1920
1930 1950 1930 1950
2000 2020 2000 2020
2030 2050 2030 2050
2100 2120 2100 2120
2130 2150 2130 2150
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Table 7-2
Projected Ferry Schedule Edmonds, 0-Minute Headway Service

Edmonds Crossing Terminal

Year 2005 Year 2015
Arrive Depart Arrive Depart
2200 2220 2200 2220
2230 2250 2230 2250
2300 2320 2300 2320
2330 2350 2330 2350
2400

Year 2005 operates with two jumbos and one expanded lssaquah class Year 2015 operates
with three jumbo class boats.

10. The Modified Revised Point Edwards Alternative site is exposed to waves
from 190ºT to 030ºT and the Mid-Waterfront and existing ferry terminal are
exposed to waves from about 230ºT to 030ºT. Ferry operations are affected
when significant wave heights are 3.0 feet or higher. Percentage frequency of
significant wave heights 3.0 feet and greater are shown in Table 7-3 for all
three sites.

Table 7-3
Frequency of Significant Wave Heights 3.0 Feet and Greater

Site 190 to 220ºT 230ºT 310 to 030ºT

Modified Point Edwards Site 2.01% 0.005% 0.30%

Mid-Waterfront Site None 0.005% 0.30%

Existing ferry terminal None 0.005% 0.30%

From 190ºT to 230ºT , the Modified Point Edwards site is expected to
experience approximately 177 hours, on average, of significant waves 3 feet
and higher in a year compared to less than one-half hour at the other two sites.
However, the floating breakwater would eliminate waves over 3 feet at the
Pont Edwards site from 190ºT to 230ºT, and, as a result, the incident of high
waves would be marginally less than at the other two sites. All three locations
are exposed to waves 310ºT to 030ºT; consequently, ferry operations at the
Modified Point Edwards site would be about the same as they are at the
existing ferry terminal.

Navigation in strong winds from 190oT to 230oT is expected to be easier at the
Point Edwards site than at the existing ferry terminal because Slip 3 at Point
Edwards would be oriented 190oT. An approaching ferry would be heading
into the wind for winds from the south to southwest, with the wind nearly on
the bow for southerly winds and on the forward starboard quarter for
southwesterly winds. This would make the approach easier than at the existing
ferry terminal where these winds are nearly broadside on the vessel. 



Page 7-30 Draft EIS Comments and Responses: Government Agencies Edmonds Crossing Final EIS

The floating breakwater to be placed southwest of the south slip likely would
interrupt the surface ebb tidal flow, resulting in weak ebb surface currents at all
three ferry slips. During ebb tidal flow, the ferry will be heading into the
current during approach, with the current approaching from the forward
starboard quarter, which is acceptable from a navigational standpoint. During
flood tidal flow, the current would be on the aft port quarter of the ferry,
pushing the ferry at an angle to the slip. However, since flood currents are
generally less than 1.1 knots or so, the adverse effects would not restrict
navigation in or out of the slip.

11. The context of the paragraph in question was in reference to salmon fisheries.
A paragraph has been added to Section 4.9, Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife,
that references the tribal right to commercially harvest shellfish and bottom fish
resources in the vicinity. 

12. The text has been corrected.

13. The figures shown for chinook, coho, chum, sockeye, and pink catches from
1983 to 1992 are for the average annual catch over this 10-year period. 

14. The “Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife” sections of Chapters 3 and 4 (Sections
3.2.8 and 4.9) of the Final EIS have been revised to reference the listing of
Puget Sound chinook salmon and coastal Puget Sound bull trout as threatened
species and Puget Sound coho as a candidate species. The Biological
Assessment (CH2M HILL, 2003) assesses the impact of Modified Alternative
2 on the species. Hood Canal summer-run chum have not been included in the
Biological Assessment because the species presence in the project area is
highly unlikely. 

15. A study of the marine sediments offshore of the UNOCAL site has been
conducted since the publication of the Draft EIS. The work was conducted in
accordance with a work plan (CH2M HILL, 2000d) approved by the
Washington State Department of Ecology. A description of the study and the
results of the sampling and analysis of the marine sediments are included in the
City of Edmonds Sediment Investigation Report (CH2M HILL, 2000c). The
sediments in the vicinity of the UNOCAL dock, the two outfalls, and other
sampling locations at Point Edwards were found to be uncontaminated. The
Department of Ecology issued a letter of agreement with the findings
(December 29, 2000). The results of the sediment investigation are included in
the Final EIS. The data is not included in the Final EIS, but is incorporated by
reference to the City of Edmonds Sediment Investigation Report (CH2M HILL,
2000c).

16. Cleanup of the UNOCAL site would eventually occur under the No Action
alternative, but at a slower pace than if Modified Alternative 2 were
implemented. Development of the site for a multimodal transportation center
would expedite the cleanup process. Section 4.7, Water Quality, has been
modified to clarify that ongoing contamination of groundwater would cease at
some point in the future, and at that point in time the No Action alternative
would have similar water quality impacts (or lack thereof) compared to the
build alternatives.
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17. Refer to Response to Comment No. 8 to the letter from the U.S. Department of
the Interior.

18. The impact is identified as unknown because irrefutable, conclusive research
has not been conducted. The impact is also identified as possibly minor but
unlikely based on best professional judgment. The project’s fisheries biologist
has observed juvenile salmonids migrating along docks and piers extensively.
The fisheries biologist has watched juvenile salmonids in the project area from
the piers, boats, and underwater. In marine waters, unlike in lakes, piers do not
attract ambush predators near the surface where salmon smolt are swimming.
Fish that typically prey on these fish are bottom-oriented such as Pacific
staghorn sculpin. There are many predators, however, that are adapted for
preying of juvenile salmonids in shallow water such as herons, sculpins, and
cutthroat trout (although these would also feed in open water). One could say
that salmon smolt traveling along a pier apron may be more susceptible to
predation by diving birds such as cormorants or grebes, but the project’s
fisheries biologist has never seen it, despite watching for it. This does not
conclusively prove that it does happen but leads the fisheries biologist to the
conclusion that a substantial impact is unlikely. 

19. Since the DEIS was produced, the project design has been altered to eliminate
salmon fishing and ferry operation conflicts. The language quoted has been
either altered or deleted from the EIS. The ferry approach to the terminal would
be from the northwest entirely within SMA 9. New text has been added to the
EIS to discuss potential impacts to tribal spot shrimp fishing operations.

20. During the five years since this comment letter was received, three salmonid
species have been listed for protection under ESA in Puget Sound.
Consultation with NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will
be conducted and concluded prior to the issuance of a ROD.
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7.2.5 Response for Washington State Department of Ecology

 1. As noted in the Draft EIS, expansion of the existing Main Street ferry terminal
was the last of the alternatives to be excluded from further consideration. The
text in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS summarizes the analysis presented in the
project’s Phase I Report, prepared in October 1994 (CH2M HILL et al., 1995).
The existing terminal alternative was scored and ranked, along with the Point
Edwards and Mid-Waterfront alternatives, on the basis of screening questions
grouped into five categories (project objectives, traffic safety, environmental
impacts, community benefits, and project implementation). Based on the initial
evaluation screening process, the Main Street Alternative (1.3, with access
from SR 104 at Pine Street) scored lower (69) than either the Mid-Waterfront
(65) or the Point Edwards (62) alternative (a lower score was considered more
desirable). The Main Street alternative scored much lower than the other two
alternatives for the following criteria:

• Direct and easy traffic access to the facility
• Impacts to the existing infrastructure
• Compatibility with the Edmonds Waterfront Plan

 To preclude giving categories with more questions greater influence on the
outcome of the screening than categories with fewer questions, a weighted-
average score was used to rank the alternatives. Even with this change in
scoring approach, the rank order among the alternatives remained the same—
Point Edwards (13.3), Mid-Waterfront (14.3), and Main Street (15.2). The
costs of each alternative were also estimated to be in the same relative order,
with the Point Edwards alternative the least expensive ($85 to $104 million in
July 1994 dollars), the Mid-Waterfront alternative at $94 to $113 million, and
the Main Street alternative the most expensive ($100 to $120 million). As
noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, the Project Oversight Committee (on
August 16, 1994) and the Edmonds City Council (on September 6, 1994)
accepted the ranking of Point Edwards as the preferred alternative and the Mid-
Waterfront alternative as a backup should a fatal flaw be discovered at Point
Edwards. The Committee and Council also approved excluding the Main Street
alternative from further consideration. 

 The Main Street alternative was evaluated, and subsequently dropped from
further consideration as a build alternative, during the pre-EIS phase of this
project. As a result, less information on environmental impacts of this
alternative is known, relative to the alternatives that have been further designed
and evaluated as part of the Draft EIS. What is known, however, is the
following likely effects:

• With a widened and extended pier, additional overwater shading impacts
would occur in a sensitive eelgrass and macroalgae area

• Increased ferry activity could present safety concerns for divers at the
adjacent Brackett’s Landing Underwater Park

• Right-of-way acquisition along the west side of the Burlington Northern
and Santa Fe Railroad tracks between Dayton and Main Streets would be
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substantial, resulting in the likely displacement of the Ebb Tide and Reef
apartment complexes (far greater relocation requirements than the other
alternatives); the South County Senior Center; office, retail, and restaurant
establishments; and a portion of the recently developed Brackett’s Landing
South Park (it should be noted that Draft EIS text talks about the
“acquisition requirements,” not “acquisition costs,” being substantial).

• Impacts to Brackett’s Landing South Park would trigger Section 4(f)
concern, similar to those identified under the other alternatives

• The City’s Waterfront Plan, adopted in June 1995, envisions the
conversion of the existing ferry pier to a gateway feature, public fishing
facility, and transient guest moorage that would link the north and south
sections of Brackett’s Landing Park

 2. The goal of the Shoreline Use section of the Edmonds Shoreline Master
Program is to 

Provide a balanced process of conservation and development
of the shoreline to meet both man’s need and desire for
‘shoreline dependent and shoreline oriented’ development and
the need and desire for maintaining shoreline natural
environmental quality” (15.37.060.B). 

 Acknowledgment of the need to balance development and other shoreline
values is also found in Section 15.36.010, which defines the urban environment
designation that applies to the Edmonds Crossing project site. This section
describes the urban designation as intended to “Regulate urban development on
the waterfront in order to preserve views and other amenities while allowing
more intense development.”

 With the incorporation of avoidance and mitigation measures described in the
Draft EIS and those committed to in the Final EIS, degradation of “natural
systems” (as defined in WAC 173-16-050) would be minimal or nonexistent.
No land would be acquired from the Edmonds Marsh under the preferred
alternative. Design changes—including construction of separate and shorter
piers to reduce overwater shading—have been developed since publication of
the Draft EIS to reduce potential impacts (see Section S.4, Events Since
Publication of the Draft EIS). In addition, the natural environment would be
enhanced through the collection and treatment of stormwater that now enters
Willow Creek and the marsh untreated, and through the daylighting of sections
of Willow Creek, including the creek’s outlet into Puget Sound. 

 As noted in the comment, Section 15.37.060.C.6 of the Shoreline Use element
urges project proponents to “Consider the potential long-term benefits of
shoreline use in relation to any short-term immediate benefits.” Chapter 1 of
the EIS sets forth the purpose of the Edmonds Crossing project, which is to
“provide a long-term solution to the conflicts and disruption resulting from
ferry, rail, automobile, bus, and pedestrian traffic in downtown Edmonds.” As
a water-dependent project with long-term regional benefits, designed to protect
shoreline natural systems and enhance the network of waterfront parks and
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trails in an urban environment, the proposed multimodal facility is consistent
with the Edmonds Shoreline Master Program.

3. As stated above and discussed in the Section 4.8, Wetlands, of the Final EIS,
the modified design for Alternative 2 no longer includes direct impacts to
Edmonds Marsh.

Indirect impacts to the Edmonds Marsh under all alternatives would be
minimized through stringent erosion controls during construction and
stormwater treatment during operation of the facility (see Section 4.7, Water
Quality). Other potential indirect impacts to wildlife would be minimized
through enhanced buffer plantings and fences along the northern boundary of
the facility and additional forest planting between the southern edge of
Edmonds Marsh and the terminal access road to provide a noise and activity
buffer for birds and other wildlife using the marsh.

4. Because great blue herons will use a variety of tree species as day roosts,
numerous trees are available between the existing SR 104 and the UNOCAL
site for day roosts. However, the great blue herons that have established nests
along the southern margin of the marsh and on the hillside above the UNOCAL
facility are unlikely to move to another location in the project vicinity, as other
appropriate sites are not available (Thompson, pers. comm., 1998). The
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has not
monitored feeding or nesting patterns of great blue herons in the project
vicinity. The design of Modified Alternative 2 presented in the Final EIS has
been changed from that shown in the Draft EIS: the terminal access road is
farther from the marsh-side heron nests, establishing a buffer of more than 30
meters (100 feet). Over the long term, the nesting population using the marsh-
side location may increase with the implementation of mitigation measures
designed to provide more nesting sites and a visual and auditory buffer
between the terminal access road and the marsh (such as planting cottonwood
and Douglas fir trees and fencing this boundary with a solid fence) (Thompson,
pers. comm., 1998).

5. If one wants to preserve the present function of the Edmonds Marsh, one
jeopardizes the opportunity to restore this ecosystem to a salt marsh, its
original condition. Salt marshes are far scarcer in the Puget Sound region than
freshwater wetlands. The proposed project will modify the wetland function
and transform it in the direction of a salt marsh. This should be viewed as a
positive benefit of the project rather than an impact that requires mitigation.
Amphibians could still use the marsh but might move out of its more saline
areas.

6. The Draft EIS includes details on a variety of erosion and sediment control
measures that would be taken to protect Edmonds Marsh and Willow Creek, as
well as permanent water quality treatment facilities. As with any construction
site with extensive grading work, it is impossible to prevent some sediment
loading to offsite waters during construction. Because the Draft EIS
acknowledges this, it is fair to conclude that minor sedimentation impacts
would occur in the marsh. As the project approaches the construction phase, all
parties concerned with erosion and sediment control should collectively
evaluate the erosion and sediment control plan to ensure that sedimentation in
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the marsh is limited to the minimum possible. It is expected that permanent
runoff treatment could be accomplished effectively in the vicinity of Edmonds
Marsh and Willow Creek under either build alternative because there is
sufficient space and storage capacity for stormwater management facilities in
the UNOCAL site area. 

As discussed in Appendix E, the revised plan for stormwater treatment of
multimodal center runoff involves use of a large treatment pond, perhaps
configured as a wetland. This stormwater treatment pond would be designed
according to the current Ecology requirements (assumed to be similar to those
presented in the 2001 Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington). The treatment pond outflows would be discharged directly to
Puget Sound using the existing Willow Creek culvert that would otherwise be
abandoned following daylighting of a new Willow Creek channel. Thus,
temperature impacts are not expected in the marsh in relation to stormwater
runoff.. Regardless, the discussion of water quality mitigation measures in the
Final EIS includes mention of planting trees on the periphery of the treatment
pond to reduce runoff water temperatures for the benefit of nearshore areas of
Puget Sound. On a related note, the shallow marsh conditions already result in
elevated water temperatures. 

7. The mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIS for stormwater treatment to
protect Edmonds Marsh and Willow Creek are consistent with the most recent
Department of Ecology requirements set forth in the Stormwater Management
Manual for Western Washington. The stormwater treatment pond would not be
provided as mitigation for unavoidable water quality impacts; rather, it would
be provided to reduce potential impacts as is the case with all stormwater
treatment systems. The Draft EIS discussion of long-term water quality
impacts clearly indicated that either build alternative would have less water
quality impacts than would occur with the No Action alternative. Thus, use of
runoff treatment facilities above and beyond what is normally required on
similar sites is not warranted. The proposed project does not include detention
of runoff because the on-site runoff would be discharged directly to Puget
Sound following water quality treatment. 

8. It is expected that any sedimentation impacts attributable to the project would
have minimal effect on culvert capacities downstream, as almost all of the
sediment load in runoff flowing through Willow Creek would originate
upstream. Because Willow Creek would be daylighted extensively between
Edmonds Marsh and Puget Sound, long stretches of culverts would be
eliminated. Thus, reduction of culvert capacity due to sediments in runoff from
the project should not be a substantial problem. Even so, a thorough check
should be made following construction to ensure that sediment deposition is
not a problem in downstream culverts. Section 4.6, Waterways and
Hydrological Systems, has been modified to include this recommendation. 

9. As a result of modifications to Alternative 2, all direct wetland impacts
identified in the Draft EIS have been avoided. Impacts to the wetland buffer
area would be mitigated by enhancing adjacent wetlands and providing
additional wetlands and wetland buffer area. If Alternative 3 is implemented,
both wetlands and wetland buffer area would be impacted. The City of
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Edmonds and WSDOT would come to an agreement with the Department of
Ecology regarding an appropriate mitigation ratio for the direct wetland impact. 

10. A study of the marine sediments offshore of the UNOCAL site has been
conducted since the publication of the Draft EIS. The work was conducted in
accordance with a work plan (CH2M HILL, 2000d) approved by the
Washington State Department of Ecology. A description of the study and the
results of the sampling and analysis of the marine sediments are included in the
City of Edmonds Sediment Investigation Report (CH2M HILL, 2000c). The
sediments in the vicinity of the UNOCAL dock, the two outfalls, and other
sampling locations at Point Edwards were found to be uncontaminated. The
Department of Ecology issued a letter of agreement with the findings
(December 29, 2000). The results of the sediment investigation are included in
the Final EIS. The data is not included in the Final EIS, but is incorporated by
reference to the City of Edmonds Sediment Investigation Report (CH2M
HILL, 2000c).

This Final EIS has not addressed the particulars of property acquisition.
Property acquisition negotiations are not a part of the EIS process.

11. As stated in the response to the previous comment concerning the sediments in
the vicinity of the UNOCAL pier, a sediment investigation has been conducted
and the sediments were found to be uncontaminated. Disposal of contaminated
sediments is not anticipated in light of these findings.

12. Comment acknowledged. 

13. The base figure for each of the alternatives has standard landmarks. For each
figure regarding a particular topic, additional elements are shown pertaining to
that topic. The number of standard landmarks has been kept to a minimum so
that the topical elements of the figure are not obscured. Edmonds Marsh has
been added to the figures where appropriate.

14. Road design and construction methods appropriate to unstable slopes would be
used to reduce the potential for sliding. Appropriate construction methods
would include completing the cuts for the wall systems in stages. 
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7.2.6 Response for Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife (April 9, 1998)

1. The revised project meets the conditions of POL-410. More habitat
improvements are offered than the potential impacts of the project. Mitigation
and habitat enhancement elements are extensive and described in the revised
FEIS and BA.

2. Most of the suggested design elements and mitigation measures have been
incorporated into the project. For instance, the ferry pier was redesigned in an
effort to facilitate juvenile under-pier passage. The pier was shortened and split
apart in the intertidal zone to let light in underneath . The existing ferry pier
and the UNOCAL pier would be removed, including 834 creosote treated piles.
The ferry operation impacted area offshore of the existing terminal, would be
restored to match adjacent shorelines. The depth band between –2 and – 25 feet
MLLW would be replanted with eelgrass (2.6 acres).

3. All temporal restrictions on in-water or upland construction activities mandated
by WDFW will be observed. 

4. Pursuant to ESA listings, a Biological Assessment has been prepared in
association with the EIS. No known spawning habitat exists in the project area
for herring, sand lance, surf smelt, or rock sole. 

5. The proposed pier structure is not expected to affect the beach immediately
adjacent to the pier nor would it affect the beaches to the distant north or south.
The net effect to along-shore sediment transport would be status quo. This
assessment was made by a qualified marine engineer without the need for
complex modeling. 

6. Little, if any, seabed erosion is expected at the Fishing Pier based on analysis
of the scour pattern at the proposed facility. If any scour protection were
needed, it most likely would be at the northeast end of the Fishing Pier.
Periodic monitoring of the seabed along the Fishing Pier would reveal any
substantial scour requiring erosion protection, and riprap would be installed
accordingly. If riprap materials were placed in the vicinity of the Fishing Pier,
the riprap materials would improve habitat for the types of species that an
artificial reef normally attracts. These species include cabezon, lingcod, various
perch, greenling, and several species of rockfish. Moderate propeller wash is
not expected to affect these species or their habitat. The fact that the scour
trench at the existing Main Street terminal was found to support these species
in considerable numbers (Kyte, pers. comm., 1995) is telling, especially
considering that the turbulence would be much greater there than at the more
distant Fishing Pier. 

7. Table 4-10 of the Final EIS present the impacts from propeller scour. The total
area of affected eelgrass bed would be 1,666 square meters for the Mid-
Waterfront alternative. This would be mitigated by the restoration of 9,300
square meters of eelgrass bed at the existing terminal.
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8. The breakwater would lie well outside the littoral drift zone and would not
interrupt natural along-shore littoral transport patterns. The location and
orientation of the breakwater would not alter the natural wave climate along the
beach for waves approaching from the south to southwest that impact the shore.
Reflected waves from these directions off the side of the breakwater would
travel toward offshore and not interfere with the waves running up on the
beach. Waves approaching from the north-northeast would reflect toward the
Edmonds Marina Breakwater. Waves approaching from the north-northwest
would be reflected toward the beach, but because of their oblique shallow angle
of approach to the side of the breakwater, the reflected waves would be small
and would be travelling more or less in the same direction as the nonreflected
waves. These reflected waves would not be expected to cause any noticeable
changes in the existing sand transport along the beach. North-northwest wind
storms are infrequent. Significant, long-term changes in the beach would not be
expected, as the along-shore littoral drift from frequent southerly waves far
exceed the effects from other wave directions and would restore any minor
variations in the typical shape of the beach.

Wind waves were analyzed in 10-degree directional increments, from 190oT to
230o T and 310oT to 030oT, which are the only directions of concern for
sustained winds 15 knots and higher at the Point Edwards. Analysis for waves
impacting the side of the floating breakwater for these directions indicate that
the only reflected waves that might reach the entrance to the Edmonds Marina
would be from 030oT incident waves, which encompasses directions 025oT to
034oT. Significant wave heights of 2.0 to 4.0 feet only occur about 0.051
percent of the time from these directions, or about 4.5 hours in a year, on
average. It is not expected that hazardous clapotis wave action would occur at
the entrance or waters directly offshore from the entrance, as the distance is
over 1,200 feet from the floating breakwater. Clapotis waves for incident
waves from 020oT (includes 015oT to 024oT) would strike the breakwater float
at a more oblique angle and would be confined to an area more than 450 feet
southwest of the marina entrance. Incident waves from 310oT to 340oT are not
considered important for clapotis formation because of their small angle of
approach to the side of the floating breakwater. Incident waves from 190o T to
230oT (includes 185oT to 234oT) would be reflected toward offshore from the
southwest face of the floating breakwater. During major wind events, a clapotis
area of confused seas would exist from the face of the breakwater to several
hundred feet away. Small craft operators, including gillnet operators, would
need to judge the risk to their operations depending on actual wave conditions
and the sea-keeping aspects of their vessels. In gales (34-47 knots) and storms
(48 knots and higher), wave conditions would be such that most small craft
operators, including gillnetters, would seek shelter and not be operating in the
open waters of Puget Sound.

Ship-wake clapotis action adjacent to the floating breakwater would be limited,
as the ship wake waves would still be in deep water when they reflected off the
breakwater and would not be heightened by shoaling effects, like what occurs
along a beach. Wakes from ships and commercial tugboats mostly would be
from rather distant sources, as these vessels usually operate in the Vessel
Traffic Lanes well offshore.
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9. The amount of overwater pier area for the Point Edwards alternative has been
substantially reduced as a result of the comments received on the Draft EIS.
Refer to the revised project description contained in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

10. The Edmonds Crossing project does not propose to move the reef away from
the Fishing Pier. The project proposes to move some of the reef from an area
that is distant from the pier to an area that is closer to the pier but on the other
side of the pier. This action is mitigation for impacts to the reef. 

11. It is believed that ferry activity and the pier fishery would coexist. 

12. Comment acknowledged. Relocation of sewer outfalls would meet criteria used
to address WDFW habitat concerns. 

13. The EIS has been revised to clarify which chemicals have been identified in
sediments in the vicinity of the Mid-Waterfront site (Alternative 3) as indicated
in the Hazardous Waste discipline report (CH2M HILL, 1995). Since the
publication of the Draft EIS, a sediment investigation has been performed to
characterize the marine sediments adjacent to the UNOCAL site (Point
Edwards site) (CH2M HILL, 2000c). The work was conducted in accordance
with a work plan approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology
(CH2M HILL, 2000d). The investigation determined the marine sediments
were uncontaminated. The Department of Ecology has agreed with the
conclusions of the investigation (Ecology, letter dated December 29, 2000).
Figure 3-23 has been revised to indicate the new information.

Measures to prevent release of contaminated materials and spills of hazardous
materials are addressed in mitigation measures for hazardous waste listed in
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. These include a comprehensive hazardous
substance contingency plan to minimize the effects of identified and
unanticipated hazardous substance impacts from contaminated soil,
groundwater, and sediment; prepare a spill prevention, countermeasure, and
control (SPCC) plan for use for construction and maintenance work in or
adjacent to water; and require the selected construction contractor(s) to follow
construction practices to protect against hazardous material spills, to maintain a
current SPCC plan, and to be familiar with proper hazardous material storage
and handling, proper spill notification, and response requirements. 

14. Comment acknowledged.

15. Comment acknowledged.

16. Cleanup of the UNOCAL site is being conducted under State of Washington
cleanup laws and regulations (Model Toxics Control Act). These rules do not
allow remedial action measures that compromise protection of human health
and the environment based on schedule requirements of this or any other
project.

17. The mitigation measures in Section 4.7, Water Quality, of the Final EIS place
more emphasis on source control best management practices (BMPs) for new
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roadways and parking areas than in the Draft EIS. However, specification of
source controls with proven performance criteria is difficult, as specific data
supporting source control BMP performance are not generally available. 

18. The existing riprap that extends from shore part way out along the ferry dock
acts as a groin, trapping sand and preventing it from moving towards the
northeast past the riprap. This riprap would remain in place when the dock was
removed.

19. Comment acknowledged.

20. In response to a number of comments from agencies, organizations, and
individuals, the Point Edwards alternative has been modified to eliminate any
direct impacts to the Edmonds Marsh. 

21. Comment acknowledged.

22. Comment acknowledged. The correct sediment composition and slope grade in
the fill area will be determined, designed, and built. 

23. In response to a number of comments from agencies, organizations, and
individuals, the Point Edwards alternative has been modified to daylight
sections of the existing Willow Creek culvert. Figure 2-3 of the Final EIS
shows that much of the culvert would be replaced with an open channel to
enhance fish passage. The stream would be place in a culvert only where the
stream would pass under a service road and the railroad tracks. There would be
a net reduction of 312 meters (1,025 feet) of culvert. 

24. In the Modified Alternative 2 design, the culvert would be replaced by an open
channel in the intertidal reach. The channel would not plug up with sand as the
culvert currently does. 

25. As discussed in the Final EIS, on-site runoff would be discharged directly to
Puget Sound using the existing Willow Creek culvert following water quality
treatment; this culvert would otherwise be abandoned following daylighting of
the creek within the multimodal center site. Stormwater detention is not
proposed because of the ability to use that culvert for direct discharge to Puget
Sound. 

Section 4.6, Waterways and Hydrological Systems, of the Final EIS mention
the proposed daylighting of sections of Willow Creek adjacent to and
downstream of the UNOCAL site. The daylighted stream banks would be
stabilized to withstand the peak flow rates generated in the Willow Creek
basin, and the stream improvements would be designed to provide sufficient
channel conveyance capacity. The proposed Edmonds Crossing project
includes sufficient runoff treatment to abide by foreseeable regulatory
requirements to prevent adverse impacts in Willow Creek, Edmonds Marsh,
and Puget Sound. Of particular note in regard to runoff treatment, the Final EIS
discusses use of a stormwater pond for treatment of onsite runoff, to be
designed in accordance with the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
current design standards applicable at the time of construction. 
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26. As noted in Response to Comment No. 20 above, the design for Alternative 2
(the Point Edwards site) has been modified to eliminate direct impacts to
Edmonds Marsh. In addition, 312 meters (1,025 feet) of Willow Creek would
be removed from the existing culvert and placed in an open channel. About 366
meters (1,200 feet) of riparian zone plantings would be established within this
new reach and a portion of the barren reach upstream. These plantings would
add approximately 4,755 square meters (15,600 square feet) of riparian zone
vegetation. Additional wetland mitigation measures are described in Section
4.8, Wetlands, of the Final EIS. 
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7.2.7 Response for Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (June 10, 1998)

1. Refer to Response to Comment No. 4 to letter received from the Department of
Ecology.

2. Refer to Response to Comment No. 3 to letter received from the Department of
Ecology.
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7.2.8 Response for Snohomish County Department of Public Works

1 The connection between the proposed multimodal transportation center and the
Main Street downtown area in Edmonds is an important feature of the project.
For the Point Edwards alternative, a local circulator bus route would be
initiated to connect the two areas. Pedestrian walkways would be provided to
provide access from Point Edwards to various parts of Edmonds along two
routes: first, along the access roadway to the Pine Street/SR 104 intersection
and second, along Admiral Way through the Port of Edmonds. 

2. Sidewalks along Admiral Way are currently continuous on its west side and
discontinuous on its east side. A walkway is projected by the City of Edmonds
Bikeway and Walkway Plan (City of Edmonds, 1992) on both sides of Admiral
Way. A combination bikeway/walkway is planned on SR 104 to the proposed
Point Edwards site. A connection from the new terminal would be provided at
Admiral Way and access across the railroad tracks would be by elevator and
pedestrian overpass. Access to the Mid-Waterfront site would be provided by
planned walkways on 3rd Avenue, Dayton Street, and Edmonds Way (Wilbur
Smith Associates, 1994). 

3. The Task 4 Conceptual Planning Technical Memorandum (Wilbur Smith
Associates, 1994) described existing bus services along with a conceptual
feeder bus network for the Point Edwards site. The latter was developed and
intended as a discussion plan to highlight issues and help define bus bay
requirements. The inherent flexibility of buses will allow Community Transit
and other transit operators to continually tailor their services to meet evolving
travel needs, including access to the Edmonds Crossing project. Further
refinement of this early feeder bus plan concept is described in Appendix C of
the Final EIS.

4. Refer to Response to Comment No. 2 to the U.S. EPA letter. 

5. Refer to Response to Comment No. 3 to the U.S. EPA letter. 

6. As noted in the comment, there are a number of related projects proposed by
others in the immediate vicinity of the Edmonds Crossing project. Most of
these project are noted under the heading “Related Actions” in the “Summary”
of the Final EIS and include:

• A second railroad track to accommodate proposed Sound Transit rush-hour
commuter rail service and the forecast increase in train traffic

• Implementation of the Edmonds Downtown/Waterfront Plan

• Redevelopment of the Port of Edmonds in accordance with the 2001
Master Plan

• Cleanup of the UNOCAL site and the eventual development of the hillside

• Pedestrian-related improvements at the existing Main Street ferry terminal

In direct response to the comment, the following information is currently
available:
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• WSDOT’s Rail Division issued their 20-year Pacific Northwest Rail
Corridor Plan in December 1998. This plan focuses on intercity (Amtrak)
passenger rail service between Canada and Vancouver, Washington. The
Draft EIS for the first segment (Vancouver, Washington, port area) was
issued in February 2001; the Final EIS is expected by no later than August
2003. A Draft EIS is expected to be published on the Kelso-Martin’s Bluff
Segment by January 2004.. Documentation for subsequent phases will be
developed over time. The Rail Division has indicated that there will be no
discussion of construction in the Edmonds area in either of these
documents. 

• Sound Transit issued a Final EIS on the proposed Seattle to Everett
commuter rail service project in December 1999. This two-way, rush-hour
service will use existing BNSFRR tracks; Edmonds will be a stop along
this route. At the earliest, service is projected to be in place by the end of
2003.

• To date, there has not been an EIS prepared for the UNOCAL site cleanup
program. The site is currently proceeding through the Model Toxics
Control Act (MTCA) cleanup process under an Agreed Order with the
Department of Ecology. In accordance with existing rules, or any Ecology-
conducted or Ecology-supervised cleanup, Ecology is required to integrate
the procedural requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
with those of MTCA to the maximum extent practicable. For a project that
is under an Agreed Order, as UNOCAL is, a separate SEPA document is
not typically prepared because most SEPA requirements will have been
under the MTCA process. 

7. The land use and zoning designations of areas around the Point Edwards
alternative allow mixed-use development that could include services and
housing; existing plans encourage such development. However, there is no
requirement in local plans or codes that transit-oriented development be
implemented around the proposed multimodal facility. Rather, the City of
Edmonds is working with private landholders around the Edmonds Crossing
project, including UNOCAL and the Port of Edmonds, through master
planning processes that enable the City to realize its goal of extending the
downtown westward toward the shoreline (Policy A.1 for the
Downtown/Waterfront Activity Center in the City of Edmonds comprehensive
plan) and the property owners to achieve the highest and best use of their land.
Connections between the project area and the downtown through bus,
automobile, and pedestrian/bicycle links are an integral part of the proposal. 
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7.2.9 Response for Community Transit, Snohomish County Public
Transportation Benefit Area Corporation

1. As noted in the Summary of the EIS, Washington State Ferries would include
an HOV/bypass lane as part of the minimum operating facility requirements for
any Phase 1 development. That HOV/bypass lane is shown in Figure 2-5.

2. The bus terminal element of the Point Edwards alternative has been refined to
provide bus-loading facilities on both the west and the east sides of the railroad
tracks. This refinement expands the number of passenger loading positions for
buses and accelerates full buildout of the bus terminal component of the project
forward to Phase 1. The refined bus element provides capacity to load five
buses west of the railroad tracks and up to ten buses east of the tracks. 

3. The statement that “the schedule is not coordinated with the ferry schedule”
was intended to describe the absence of existing schedule coordination, rather
than argue the need for coordination or assign responsibility for schedule
coordination. Washington State Ferries does intend to work with Community
Transit to ensure coordinated schedules. Plans to improve WSF service to 30-
minute frequencies should provide better opportunity in the future to attempt
schedule coordination. 

4. Wetlands protection concerns have led to the decision to delete the dedicated
bus driveway component of the Point Edwards alternative. Community
Transit’s base service, Routes 110, 180 and 630, could be routed past the
Senior Center via Dayton Street, Edmonds Way, Main Street, and Railroad
Avenue and thence to a bus loading terminal located on the west side of the
tracks at the south end of Admiral Way. A similar route using Main Street and
Railroad Avenue could be used to serve bus bays located at the multimodal
center on the east side of the tracks. All of these routing concepts would require
crossing the tracks at-grade to serve the Senior Center. 

5. The Mid-Waterfront alternative envisions providing loading positions for eight
standard-size 40-foot buses, each with independent access. Pedestrians would
not be permitted to cross the double-track railroad directly. Elevated access
across the tracks would be provided for pedestrians near Dayton Street (400
feet south of the Senior Center’s southern driveway). Bus patrons would need
to walk about 500 feet south to the pedestrian overpass and then 400 feet north
to the Senior Center. 

6. The text has been revised to state “the provision of two bus bays implies that
the Community Transit buses would continue to serve downtown near the
Senior Center and that some or all routes would serve the multimodal center.”
This new wording provides enough flexibility.

7. Since the Dayton Street connection to Admiral Way would need to be closed in
order to provide for the ferry queuing area, the only access possibility to
Admiral Way development would be via the new ferry Edwards Point
overcrossing of the railroad. This traffic approach should provide good access
to the waterfront and to the ferry dock. Overflow of HOVs blocking Admiral
Way should be easy to avoid. Unlike most freeway and arterial street HOV
facilities, the Edmonds Crossing facility is not designed to provide speed
advantages, but rather it is designed to bypass HOV traffic around the ferry
queue. As such, it functions more like a “queue jumper” than a speed lane. In
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some ways this new cross section would function much like Edmonds Way
performs today, with dedicated ferry queue lanes aside general local traffic and
HOV use lanes. The “Transportation Analysis of Alternatives” in Chapter 2
now states “Port and waterfront traffic would share the nonferry traffic lanes
along with ferry HOV priority vehicles.” 

8. The sentence has been eliminated. 

9. The final design may include up-escalators, as well as elevators, in order to
move patrons 30 feet above the railroad tracks. Bicyclists could be allowed to
use escalators to and from rail platforms, subject to specific rules of courtesy. 
SEA31009908189.doc/043010028 


	Chapter 7 1998 Draft EIS Comments and Responses: Government Agencies
	7.1 Introduction
	7.2 Government Agencies Comments and Responses
	7.2.1 Response for U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service
	7.2.2 Response for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
	7.2.3 Response for U.S. Department of Interior, Office of the Secretary
	7.2.4 Response for The Suquamish Tribe, Fisheries Department
	7.2.5 Response for Washington State Department of Ecology
	7.2.6 Response for Washington Department
	7.2.7 Response for Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (June 10, 1998)
	7.2.8 Response for Snohomish County Department of Public Works
	7.2.9 Response for Community Transit, Snohomish County Public

	Tables
	Table 7-1
	Table 7-2
	Table 7-3





